according to everyday observation (biotike' tere'sis)" (PH 1.23). This commitment to the everyday reinforces the prospect that the sceptic's understanding of appearances will prove to be a commonplace one. On the other hand, the sceptic's espousal of bios is problematic; indeed, it forms part of his defense against hostile characterisations as a radical who subverts all that makes bios possible. While the sceptic may speak in favour of the everyday, he is not its representative; so if Sextus does use an ordinary sense of 'appearance', we should expect that some aspect of this use will be extraordinary.
We may nonetheless take the everyday conception of appearances as at least a starting-point for the investigation of sceptical appearances. But the content of this conception is itself quite unclear. It is notorious that ordinary appearance-language may be used to say very different kinds of things: in particular, that it may relate variously to the beliefs or judgements of the speaker. Often appearance-language appears to be used to express a tentative judgement about some state of affairs -as in this sentence. But such uses can be contrasted with others which seem to express private states or experiences. We may accordingly be inclined to distinguish different senses of appearance-terms; and such distinctions have naturally been invoked in recent interpretations of Sextus Empiricus. Consider the claim of Annas and Barnes: appearance-statements are 'judgemental' assertions -however qualified or restricted in scope -then the difference between dogmatist and sceptic seems to be diminished to one of tone or degree. If on the other hand the sceptic's utterances bypass any degree of doxastic commitment, they differ from the dogmatist's pronouncements in kind.
However, there are substantial difficulties with any wholly non-judgemental interpretation of the sceptic. One is that it is far from obvious whatif anything -'phenomenological' appearance-language can mean. The metaphors of 'striking' and 'impressing' are stipulated by Annas and Barnes to refer not to the passing of a judgement or the formation of a belief, even a particularly immediate and unreflective one, but to something essentially different. But it is difficult to get a clear notion of what this something might be; it becomes particularly problematic when we consider that the sceptic's appearances constitute the whole range of his discourse, with no limitation as to subject-matter. Whatever scope there may be for 'phenomenological' expressions of 'impressions' in everyday life seems unlikely to extend, as the sceptic's must, to views on the strength of various arguments about physics. In these contexts it is hard to see what the metaphors of striking and impressing can accomplish -beyond adding a coloration of passivity and immediacy to what are judgements nonetheless. M.F. Burnyeat also offers a 'non-epistemic' account of the sceptic (i.e., a non-judgemental one: knowledge is clearly beside the point); and he points out, as a problem for the sceptic so understood, that it seems wrong to distinguish the appearance or impression from the passing of a judgement in cases of abstract argument. "In the philosophical case, the impression, when all is said and done, simply is my assent to the conclusion of an argument, assent to it as true."2 My own impression is that there is, in bios, no 'phenomenological' or otherwise non-judgemental sense of appearance. My aim in this paper will be to show that we need not attribute such a sense to the Pyrrhonian sceptic. To see why, it will help us first to consider the ancient discussions of appearances and impressions which must have informed the sceptic's use of them (sections I-IV). I will then sketch a wholly judgemental interpretation of the sceptic's appearances, one which takes account both of this history and of the sceptic's rejection of dogmatism (sections V-VII). , 1988 ). s Tout6i de pollakis metresanti kai semainonti meiz6 atta einai e elatto hetera heter6n e isa tanantia phainetai hama peri tauta (= ta auta) (602e4-6). The correct translation of this sentence has been the subject of some debate. Jowett and Campbell rightly note that contradictory beliefs should not be attributed to the logistikon (contra Stallbaum, and more recently Murphy); to avoid doing so, they detach the datives from phainetai, taking them as in effect equivalent to a genitive absolute ( . But this reading must reach back rather far to get a (singular) correlate for tanantia, and it involves attributing the experience of appearance to the logistikon, which seems wrong given the previous association of the apparent with the delusory (596e4, non-contrariety enunciated earlier (Republic 436a-c), it is impossible for the same thing at the same time to form opposite judgements (enantia doxazein) about the same thing. So, Plato concludes, what judges (to doxazon) contrary to the results of measurement can't be identical with the element which trusts in calculations; it must therefore be an inferior part of the soul. The argument is intended to provide an explanatory model for all kinds of errors of j udgement about matters of value, such as overindulgence in emotion (605b-c; cf. Protagoras 356b-7b, Philebus 41e-2c).
So a stick submerged in water appears bent to me when some lower element in my soul so judges or opines; 'the apparent' is in general what I, or rather some constituent of me, initially and unreflectively takes to be the case on the basis of perception. In the Sophist Plato expands on this account by associating what appears with judgement (doxa), thought (dianoia) and phantasia (Sophist 263-4b). Thought is the inward, soundless dialogue carried on by the mind with itself; judgement is the internal version of assertion and denial. And when judgement occurs, not independently, but through perception, then 'an experience of this sort' (to toiouton pathos) is correctly called 'appearance' (phantasia) (264a4-6). So what we mean by 'it appears' (phainetai) is a 'commingling' (summeixis) of perception and judgement (264bl-2). Phantasia is thus introduced by Plato simply as the substantive correlative with phainesthai, used in a judgemental sense.6 598a5-b5, 602b2, c8, d8). Halliwell holds that, although the opposites appear to the logistikon, it need not actually believe them; but then it is unclear why Plato should assume immediately afterwards that two contradictory opinions are in play (S. Halliwell (trans., commentary), Plato: Republic 10 (Aris and Phillips, 1988), p. 134). 1 suggest reading the datives as governed not by phainetai but by tanantia (which is indeed closer to them). Roughly: "Often the opposites of this -when it has measured and indicates that some things are greater or less than or equal to others -appear at the same time, about the same things." As 602e8-3a2 explains, phainetai is here equivalent to doxazesthai. What experiences the opposite appearances, i.e. judges contrarily, is, as one would expect from the connotations of phainetai, the inferior part of the soul. What its judgements are contrary to is the logistikon, or more accurately the findings which the logistikon communicates (semainonti). Hence the inferior part is to tout6i enantioumenon (603a7). There is no problem with using the logistikon to stand in for what it asserts in the enantia + dative construction: cf. Republic 453c3-4, Euthyphro 6a4-5, Protagoras 339b9-1() and Laws 810d3-4. ' Phantasia has the same sense at Theaetetus 152cl . In the Philebus, where a doxa is again an unspoken judgement, an internal 'scribe' records perceptual judgements in our soul, followed by an internal 'painter' of 'images': eikones (39b6-7) or, of the future, phantasmata (40)a9). This suggests, though the passage is difficult, that such an image is derivative both of perception and of a distinct propositional judgement. So if this image is to be identified with the phanitasia of the Sophist, there seems to have been some revision to Plato's account; but the result is no less judgemental.
On the judgemental account of appearances, in saying how things appear to us we render our judgement: we say how we think things are. To say that the stick appears bent to me is to say that my phantasia of the stick is that it is bent; and this is to say that I silently affirm the thought (which somehow involves perception) that it is so. But the 'apparent' is characterically associated with visual perception, and especially with its weaknesses; hence it is contrasted with what is or might be found to be the case on closer examination or reflection. Thus the peculiar function of appearance-language is to mark a judgement as defeasible by being based on preliminary, and in particular perceptual information. We use appearance-language to express the recognition that some authoritative procedure of investigation might well give a result opposed to the judgement we state.
A judgemental account is thus committed to the view that, even in cases of optical illusion, what constitutes an 'appearance' is not some bare sensory stimulus but a judgement that something is the case -or at least an inclination so to judge, which can reasonably be interpreted in psychodynamic terms (as by Plato) as a preliminary judgement passed by some lower cognitive authority. This is a strong claim, but not an utterly implausible one; and the opponent of the judgemental account is forced to the equally strong assertion of a world-related cognitive process accessible to consciousness ('being appeared to') which cannot be represented as issuing judgements, no matter how preliminary or tentative. Which side can make out the better case for itself is a question beyond the scope of this essay; but it should at least be noted that the resilience of appearances which conflict with our preferred and more considered judgements (such as optical illusions) is not decisive evidence against the judgemental view. On a Platonist account, it is no evidence at all: the judgements of the lower part of the soul may be as stubborn as any others. On the other hand, a judgemental account is better able to explain the case of Anaxagoras. According to Cicero, he not only denied that snow is white, but "said that to him, because we knew that water was black and snow was solidified water, it did not even appear (videri) white" (Acad. II.xxxi. 100). For snow to appear white to Anaxagoras, 'knowing" what he did, would have been for him to experience an optical illusion. The heroic strength of his philosophical convictions preserves him from this experience. But Anaxagoras' knowledge can hardly have changed any wholly pre-judgemental operations of his senses; it has rather succeeded in suppressing in him the normal tendency towards a contrary preliminary judgement. It is presumably because of this disagreement about the significance of appearance-language that Aristotle goes on to offer a direct argument against the Platonic conception of phantasia (428a24-b9). This argument seems to run as follows."' Aristotle and Plato agree that in saying how something appears we report on our phantasia or phantasma. They further agree that a paradigm case of the apparent is that of an optical illusion, or more broadly a case in which the way something appears to perception differs from how we know it to be. Aristotle claims that in such cases Plato must maintain that the content of the perception and of the judgement are the same, for this will be the content of the phantasia. Now suppose that my established judgement is that the sun is enormous; however, when I look at the sun, it 'appears' to me to be a foot in diameter. What then can my phantasia be, on the Platonic account? If I say, 'The sun appears to me a foot in diameter', expressing my phantasia, then my judgement must have changed to that effect; but this cannot be right, since I have not been dissuaded from or forgotten my previous judgement. Aristotle's rather cryptic remark about an unchanged judgement being both true and false is presumably to the same point (428b7-9). If my phantasia is a combination of judgement and perception then it will be false as regards my present perception of the sun, though true as a judgement about its real size. So when I look at the sun, converting my hupolepsis into phantasia, it is falsified by its new status as a perceptual report, without any change either in its claims about the world or in the fact of the matter.
IL
The example of the size of the sun is also used in De lnsomniis, as a simpler basis for the claim that phantasia and judgement are distinct. What governs the soul (to kurion) does not judge "by the same capacity as that by which images (phantasmata) occur. An indication of this is that while the sun appears (phainetai) a foot across, often something else contradicts the 461b3-7, cf. 461b30-2a8 ). An instance of this would be that pleasure "to some seems (dokei) good, while to others it appears (phainetai) and doesn't seem so (for phantasia and doxa aren't in the same part of the soul)." (EE 1235b27-9) The seeming -the judgemental 'appearance' -requires the acquiescence of the ruling element of the soul: "whenever the soul yields to the phantasia arisen from perception and agrees and assents to what appears, it is called doxa." (Sextus Empiricus describing the Peripatetic view, AM 7.225-6). Now it may seem that for all his opposition to Plato, Aristotle's view risks collapse into a judgemental one: for Plato would doubtless charge that his phantasmata are really just judgements (doxai) assented to and asserted by the phantasia. We might even think that Aristotle could grant that in Platonic terms this was so; perhaps he would take issue with Plato only on the more general question of whether the activities of parts of soul can legitimately be described in terms appropriate to the whole. However, despite his occasional tendency to speak as though phantasmata were claims made by the phantasia (e.g., De Motu An. 701a32-3), I doubt that Aristotle's view does collapse in this way. For some of the activities of his phantasia clearly involve no tendency at all to think anything true of the world -they are cases of imagining, visualizing, or thinking of rather than thinking that (e.g., De Mem. 449b30ff., De An. 427b17-24)." These non-assertoric uses of mental imagery are perhaps what prompt Aristotle to make the general claim that "phantasia is different from assertion or denial; for truth and falsity involve a combination of thoughts" (De An. 432alO-12). The association of truth and falsity with combination and assertion recalls De Interpretatione (16alO-20); presumably a phantasma is 'uncombined' in the same way as individual words (and perhaps even strings of nouns and adjectives), which have determinate content but by themselves assert noth-ing. (Aristotle's claim is perhaps a passing shot against the Sophist account, in which phantasia is a form of assertion and denial (263e 10-4a7)). It seems likely that to make an assertion, a phantasma must be 'combined' with the thought of something in the world, so that it is seen as an image of that something, and as making claims about it. In the case of memory, phantasia draws an analogy with the difference between looking at a picture as a picture and as a portrait of someone (De Mem. 450b20-51a14). Perhaps because he views this seeing-as process as straightforward, Aristotle habitually attributes the truth and falsity of the completed thought of the phantasmata themselves (De An. 428al2,18, 428b17). But this is, I suspect, just a cutting of corners: he will not really grant to Plato that a phantasma as such constitutes even the most preliminary or low-level of judgements.
Though the sketchiness of both accounts ensures plenty of scope for further debate, Aristotle's arguments do not seem to me to refute judgemental accounts of appearances in general, or even Plato's in particular. ' 
112). Silverman holds that "it is open to
Plato to claim that the belief involved in the appearance is that the sun appears a foot across, not that the sun is a foot across"; that is, he wants to grant Plato a 'non-epistemic' sense of appearance for such cases (op.cit. n.4, p. 137). This leads to the result that in the Republic case, "The belief involved in the phantasia is that the stick appears bent", so that the "two beliefs" of the individual who has measured are that the stick appears bent and that the stick is straight (p. 138). But these beliefs do not conflict, while those in Plato's passage plainly do (enantia doxazein, 602e8), and must if they are to provide an argument for the division of the soul (602e8-3b4).
guiding distinction which Aristotle's arguments are intended to support, between phantasialphainesthai and doxaldokein. It is open to him to insist that any world-related phantasma being consciously 'entertained' as a candidate for assent must have already been affirmed by the judgemental processes of some constituent of the soul, often an inferior one. Such a claim is made more plausible by the existence of non-perceptual 'appearances', which in bios are often clearly judgemental. Indeed a number of Aristotle's uses of phainomena, including at least some of the phainomena which he invokes for guidance in his philosophical enquiries, do resemble preliminary and uninvestigated judgements, rather than anything easily correlated with his conception of phantasia. '3 And even in perceptual cases, Aristotle himself does not always maintain his dokein/phainesthai distinction. In De lnsomniis, he remarks that to those on board ship the land seems (dokei) to be moving (460b26-7); startlingly, he also says that even to healthy people who know better, the sun still seems to be (einai dokei) a foot across (458b28-9). Such slips support the view of the judgemental account that the phainesthaildokein distinction can only be one of degree between less and more powerful inclinations of judge. If the person on deck experiences no inclination atall to judge that the land is moving, he will surely say, in the manner of Anaxagoras, that it does not appear to him to do so. If I am prepared so say that the sun appears a foot across, it is because of some inclination to think it so -an inclination the Platonist can interpret as an actual, but low-level or preliminary judgement."4 III. Stoics both sharply distinguish between an 'impression' (phantasia) and a judgement as to how the world is. At the same time the relations of phantasia and phainesthailphainemonon become less clear. The explanation is perhaps the problem already noted with Aristotle's account: to the extent that a sharp line is drawn between the impression and the judgement, then some appearances, those which in bios seem to be judgemental, will correlate with the latter. So as a non-judgemental conception of impressions becomes increasingly central to philosophical accounts of thought, phainesthailphainemonon will tend to become an ambiguous and unhelpful concept.
It is at least superficially the non-judgemental
In Epicurus' theory, Sextus reports that "of two things which are paired with each other, impression (phantasia) and judgement (doxa), the impression, which he also calls evidence, is invariably true" (AM 7.203, cf. AM 8.63, Plutarch ad. Col. 1109a-b). Judgement is distinct from and additional to phantasia; the latter seems to be something very close to the image received from the senses. The phantasia is true because sensation mechanically records the eidola received from an object. It is with the judgements that we pass on its basis that error may arise (Ep. Hrdt. 50).1 Now as this indicates, the Epicurean impression must differ from the Peripatetic. Epicurean impressions are presumably less determinate in their content: otherwise we could avoid all error simply by assenting to all of them. It is reasonable to suppose that the Epicurean impression requires a significant degree of further interpretation (with a significant opportunity for error) to yield propositional claims.'6 Although this is not explicit in Epicurean writings, it is notable that sensation is characterised as alogos, which besides imputing a general lack of rationality means, literally, without speech (DL X.31, SE AM 7.210, AM 8.9). This suggests, what the existence of human error confirms, that the content of our impressions may not be directly and clearly accessible to us. , 1984) , Ch. 8. 16 Cf. Striker (op.cit., n. 15), who distinguishes between the Stoic belief that there is "a kind of automatic translation" of impressions into propositions, and the apparent Epicurean suggestion "that our perceptual judgements are sometimes interpretations rather than translations" (p. 134).
So the relation of an Epicurean impression to how one might say things appear is problematic. If the Epicurean wants to preserve the correlation of appearance with (infallible) impression, then things will always be as they appear to him; but it may be difficult for him to say how that is. In fact, his particular 'appearance-statements' will really be reports of his judgements, judgements at once regarding the content of his impressions and the facts of the matter. Given the need for interpretation of our impressions, what 'appears' to us may be understood either as the genuine content of our impression (call this appearsp); or as what we take that content to be (appearsd).17 It is the former which is really of interest to the Epicurean, as it seems to offer a firm foundation for our judgements. But it is difficult to see how we can gain the direct access to this appearance necessary to express it in our appearance-statements.
Thus Epicurus' use of appearance-language is ambiguous. It is in his discussion of the heavens that Epicurus makes the most use of appearancelanguage; and here ta phainomena are primarily the observational data which scientific explanations seek to explain and with which they must be compatible (e.g., Ep.Pyth. 87, 92, 97, 98). This is, so far as I can tell, ambiguous between appearsp and appearsd; it is in any case unrevealing given that this usage was part of common astronomical parlance (Eudoxus wrote a book on ta phainomena).'8 A more striking use of phainetai is Epicurus' claim that the sun, along with the other heavenly bodies, is more or less the size it 'appears' -that is, predictably, about a foot across. 1 Now if 'appears' in this claim is taken to be appearsp, it is boringly and unhelpfully true for the Epicurean: everything is the size it appearsp, for the senses do not lie. For the point to be worth making, 'appears' must be understood as appearsd: it must express what the mind unreflectively takes to be seen by the senses, presumably incorporating the interpretation which it standardly imposes. So the claim that the sun appears a certain size expresses the 17 So, as Lucretius asserts, error arises "propter opinatus animi quos addimus ipsi/pro visis ut sint quae non sunt sensibu' visa" (IV. acceptance, not of an impression which makes that claim, but of the standard interpretation of the relevant impression. (This use of 'appears' turns out to be quite compatible with a judgemental account of appearances, since the interpretation can be identified with the passing of a preliminary judgement.) If our judgements are correctly formed, they will be identical in content with the impressions on which they are based, without 'adding' or 'subtracting' anything; but they cannot quite be the same things. Accordingly the Epicurean derives his views not just from raw perceptual data but from investigation and argument; and his claim is that their results confirm our standard preliminary judgement about the size of the sun.2
On the other hand, it seems that in cases in which 'appearancesd' are deceptive, the Epicurean does not want to allow them to count as appearances at all. For example, a critic objects that the Epicurean is committed to the following reasoning: "Since everything which appears also is (pan to phainomenon kai esti), and the sun appears to stand still, the sun is standing still." The Epicurean response: "We will say to this what we also said before, that the sun does not appear to stand still, but is judged to (so) appear (dokei de phainesthai) . .".21 Here it is clearly appearances, which are at stake. All of them, like all impressions, are true (cf. Sextus, AM 7.369); our task is to distinguish these appearances and impressions from the fallible judgements which latch on to them.
IV.
By the time of Epictetus, the Stoic conception of phainomenon is closely associated not only with phantasia but with the other concepts tied to it in Sextus Empiricus. Similarly Epictetus cites 'the philosophers' as saying that there is a single starting-point (arche) for everyone: "in the case of assent, the feeling (to pathein) that something is the case; and of denial, the feeling that it is not the case; and, by God, of suspending judgement, the feeling that it is non-evident" (Discourses 1.18.1) . His concern is with the implications of these features of thought for human action. One is that "for a person the measure of every action is the apparent (to phainomenon)" (I.28.10) , 1983) , p. 12). Neither seems to me satisfactory: the first is unclear (what is it that the phantasia appears to be but isn't?), and the second involves taking to phainomenon as in effect equivalent to to hupokeimenon or to on. It seems to me more likely that Epicurus is here using to phainomenon in a strongly judgemental sense, as he often does -cf., besides the passages quoted above, para to phainomenon for 'contrary to his opinion' at Discourses IV. 1. 147 (cf. IV. 1.55), and tophainomenon dikaion for 'what seems to me right' at 1.2.21.
force of impressions also creates a certain parallel between phainomena and impressions which perhaps helps to blur the asymmetry between the two. One normally gives in to an impression and accepts it -unless it encounters some opposition, so that one is obliged to investigate and select. Likewise, judgemental phainomena are the comparatively unreflective views that one is likely to abide by as long as nothing interferes and no investigation is undertaken.
The concepts Epictetus employs in relation to phantasia are the same as we find in Sextus Empiricus: assent and suspension of judgement, the apparent, the non-evident, feeling (pathos), etc. Besides the relation of phainomenon to phantasia, three points about Epictetus' views seem to me particularly significant for the interpretation of Sextus. The first is that the basis of assent can be expressed indifferently as "the appearance that something is the case" (Discourses 1.28.1-2) and "the feeling (to pathein) that something is the case" (I.18.1, cf. pathe at 1.28. (Perhaps Epictetus' third option, the rejection of an impression, can be dropped without loss, as tantamount either to suspension of judgement or to assent to the contrary impression.) In both writers, the whole process sounds almost automatic. Epictetus says that thought is by nature such as to respond with assent to the apparent, with suspension of judgement to the unevident. Sextus likewise tends to speak of epoche as something that simply happens when opposing grounds for belief appear of equal strength, and he emphasises that the sceptic's assent is given under compulsion (PH 1.13, 1.19, 1.193) about the non-evident, nothing is ever known. In the remainder of this paper I will try to sketch a judgemental interpretation of the sceptic's utterances which can accommodate this opposition to dogma, and suggest some problems to be faced by any non-judgemental account. There seem to be three standard forms of sceptical utterance available on any particular subject. One form of utterance expresses assent to an appearance: 'I seem warm', or 'It is day' (with the constant caveat that 'is' means 'appears',PH 1.135). Second, the sceptic may report his epoche' regarding an adelon: 'I suspend judgement as to whether the earth is spherical'. Sextus explains the content of such pronouncements as follows: "We adopt 'I suspend judgement' in place of 'I am unable to say which of the things presented I should believe (pisteusai) and which disbelieve, making it clear that the matters appear to us equal with regard to credibility (pistis) and incredibility." (PH 1.196). Third, the sceptic may combine the two: 'honey appears sweet to me, but whether it is sweet in reality is a matter for investigation' -and such investigations invariably terminate the epoche (PH 1.220). Now these types of utterances may be presumed to be formally on a par, for we are told by Sextus that everything he says is to be understood as an appearance-statement. In PH 1.4 he announces his intention in what follows to "report about each thing, like a chronicler, on the basis of how it presently appears to us", thus bringing the whole content of PH under the heading of appearance (cf. PH 1.135). Now, according to PH 1.19, the sceptic's appearance-statements report the contents of impressions to which he is compelled to give assent: "For we do not overturn the things which lead us involuntarily to assent in accordance with an affective impression (path&Wikephan:asia), as we said before: and these are the appearances." (PH 1. 19) What he 'said before' is this: "We say that the sceptic does not dogmatise, not in the broader sense in which some say it is dogma to acquiesce in some matter -for the sceptic assents to compelling experiences (pathe) in accordance with an impression (phantasia), e.g.. he would not say, when warmed or cooled, 'I seem (doko) not to be warmed or cooled. Rather we mean 'not dogmatise' in the sense in which some say dogma is assent to some matter among the non-evident objects of investigation by the sciences. For the Pyrrhonist assents to nothing non-evident." (PH 1.13. cf. PH 1. 193) What the sceptic assents to is rather oddly distinguished from the impression itself. In PH 1. 19, the sceptic assents to the appearances, in PH 1. 13, to pathe, both times 'in accordance with' or perhaps 'on the basis of' (kata) an impression (cf. PH 2.10). But whatever the exact sense of kata here, this 3(M) assent may represent much the same sort of judgement as Epictetus might pass. For in PH 1.19 Sextus, like Epictetus, seems to use phainomena for the persuasive, assent-causing content of the phantasiai.25 (This use allows the sceptic to obliterate the Aristotelian contrast between phainesthai and dokein in PH 1.13: given that this too must refer to an appearance-statement, how things appear to the sceptic is not differentiated from how they 'seem' to him to be.) So the sceptic's utterances are to be associated with both the appearances and the impressions which are the basis of his assents. These utterances will include his reports of suspensions of judgement; these are, I suppose, assents 'compelled' in accordance with the impression that opposing arguments are of equal strength. (The sceptic will not positively affirm that they are equal, but will say that they appear so to him (PH 1.196).) Thus the sceptic's second kind of utterance is, as implied in PH 1.4, an appearancestatement as much as the first. And the third kind of utterance is simply a combination of the first two in a single situation: as I understand it, the sceptic is compelled to assent both to a particular appearance and to the equal strength of the evidence supporting and opposing it.
On the judgemental interpretation, the sceptic's utterance 'P', or 'It appears that P' reports his tentative and preliminary judgement that P. The sceptic is compelled to assent that P; but he recognises that further investigation may not confirm his view, and he marks this recognition by the use of appearance-language. His utterance, 'I suspend judgement as to whether P' reports that, now that he has investigated P, he judges that the arguments for and against it are of equal strength. (Of course this will still only be a tentative and preliminary judgement, since -for one thing -each of the grounds given for and against P could itself be made the object of investigation, and suspension induced regarding it). His admission that 'It appears that P, but as to whether it is so in reality I suspend judgement' reports the concurrence of these two cases. The possibility of such concurrence obviously implies that the sceptic's assent to the appearance that P 25 Two remarks should be noted which might seem to undermine this reading of 'appearance'. Sextus at one point says that by phainomena he 'now' means perceptions (aistheta), as opposed to thoughts (noeta) (PH 1.9). But this is clearly marked by the 'now' as a special sense (one which a judgemental interpretation, by granting paradigmatic status to perceptual information, can easily accommodate). More significantly, PH 1. 19 may seem incompatible with PH 1.22: in the latter, a phainomenon is 'virtually' (dunamei) equivalent to phantasia, with no mention made of assent. But on the interpretation offered here of PH 1. 19, the dunamei could be intended to allow for just this restriction to the assent-compelling content of phantasia. may be detached from his views about the strength of the arguments available on that subject. But (as I will argue in section VII) this does not imply that sceptic's assent is not to a judgemental appearance, nor even that he is incoherent.
It seems to me that this understanding of the sceptic's discourse is supported by the results of the earlier discussions noted. For what emerged there was that to the extent that 'the apparent' is the prominent concept, and the 'impression' primarily what correlates with it (as in Plato), appearance-language is to be understood judgementally. And to the extent that the focus is rather on a non-judgemental philosophical conception of impressions (as in Aristotle and the Epicureans), the concept of appearance tends to become ambiguous or marginalized. Giving prominence to both generates a conception of the appearance as the persuasive content of the impression: in effect, a judgemental understanding of everyday appearance-language must be grafted on to a non-judgemental conception of impressions (Epictetus). Now the sceptic can have no interest in contributing to the quintessentially dogmatic project of specifying the true nature of impressions; still less is he likely to favour a philosophically sophisticated account of (non-judgemental) phantasia over an everyday conception of appearance. In any case, with Sextus it is clearly the latter notion which is primary. The sceptic adopts the language of appearances as an undogmatic way of talking about the world; to the extent that he speaks of impressions in his own voice it is just as an intentionally rough and indefinite correlative to these appearances. Thus the sceptic returns to the Platonic notion of the apparent as what one may take in a preliminary and tentative way to be the case -not qua Platonic, of course, but as the view implicit in our everyday use of appearance-language.
I now want briefly to point out some difficulties with the non-judgemental line of interpretation of Sextus' appearances. Sextus' reliance on pathos-language provides an opening for such interpretations; for a pathos seems to fall within the realm of subjective experience, and often applies to non-judgemental experiences, such as medical conditions. So the sceptic's reports or expressions of his pathe could perhaps be understood as purely autobiographical, subjective records of internal events. Now we have seen that a Platonic judgemental phantasia and an Epictetan judgemental appearance, which clearly make claims about the outside world, can equally be called pathe. But the status of reports on such pathe is still ambiguous, and not simply because of the peculiarities of the Greek term. In English as well, if I say, 'My feeling is that p', it may be unclear as to whether I want to tell you about the world or about myself, or both. The real significance of such statements seems to be dependent on the context and the speaker's intention.
But, in support of the judgemental account, it will be noted that such comments are usually offered not as autobiography but as a diffident contribution to a discussion on whether p is in fact the case. (And, obvi However, the description of the sceptic's impressions as aze'tetos need not have any such implications. For one thing, azetetos need not mean 'not susceptible of investigation'; it can just as easily mean simply 'uninvestigated'. In its other occurrences in Sextus (which are rather few and insignificant) azeWtos seems to be used in the latter sense, to describe something which happens, as a matter of contingent fact, not to have come under investigation (AM 2.112, 8.347, 10.14) . And this seems to be a common usage.38 In any case, as I will argue in section VI, the judgemental account can allow for the sceptic's appearance-statements to be formally excluded from investigation in a limited respect; but this limited exclusion implies neither any privileging of subjective experience nor any abstention from world-related assertion on the part of the sceptic.
All non-judgemental interpretations of the sceptic involve drawing a sharp contrast between expressions of experience and claims about the world; taking the sceptic to engage solely in the former, they proceed to draw out implications for the cognitive status and linguistic force of his statements. According to M.F. Burnyeat, the sceptic's appearance-statements are 'non-epistemic' experiential reports which as such do not count as true or false.29 In the ancient context, and for Sextus in particular, truth always has reference to a real objective external world, contrasted with subjective experience: thus "statements recording how things appear cannot be described as true or false, only statements making claims as to how they really are."30 Since to believe something is to accept it as true, belief has no application to sceptical appearances either.
The disadvantage of this interpretation is of course that it seems to commit the sceptic to a considerable degree of dogmatism, supposedly unrecognised as such. For the distinction on which it rests, between internal subjective experience and external world, is itself theory-laden. The sceptic's position would resemble that of the Cyrenaic school, who are indeed ' Galen, always an interesting point of reference for Sextus, cites Erasistratus as saying: "So it is right for one who wants to give correct medical treatment to be exercised in medical affairs, and not to let any of the symptoms occurring in connection with a condition (pathos) go uninvestigated (azeteon apheinai), but to examine and make it his business, according to which disposition each of them occurs." (De Atra Bile 5.138.6-9) Here medical symptoms are azet&a just in case they are not in fact investigated by the doctor; Erasistratus' injunction implies that they are indeed appropriate objects of investigation. Cf. also azetetos at De Praen. ad Post. 14.639.7, Heliodorus Aethiop. AM 7.194-6) . The appearance-statements of a Cyrenaic-sceptic would likewise deal exclusively and authoritatively with the former, though presumably Cyrenaic-sceptics, unlike the Cyrenaics, would not avow knowledge of their experiences.3' The problem is that we would further expect thoughtful and thoroughgoing sceptics to disavow as dogmatic the loaded dichotomy on which the Cyrenaic view is based. In particular, we may reasonably suppose the sceptics to have been alert to the dogmatic character of any conception of 'subjective experience' as a zone specially exempt either from truth-claims or from debate. After all, our 'impressions' belong to subjective experience if anything does, and every aspect of their character is for the sceptic a preeminent subject of debate. Claims about the impressions one experiences can be made dogmatically or undogmatically, and the difference between the two cannot be correlated with any given boundary between the self and the world. Part of the Stoic's conception of cataleptic impressions is that they are adequately distinguished from non-cataleptic ones by purely internal characteristics, as horned snakes are from other snakes (AM 7.252). That we not not always succeed in recognising this feature of the impression is beside the point; the problem is to see how a Cyrenaic-sceptic could legitimately argue against a Stoic's claim to do so, or characterise such a claim as dogmatic.
A different elaboration of the non-judgemental interpretation of the sceptic is offered by Jonathan Barnes. Barnes emphasises that in making his characteristic utterances the sceptic is performing a peculiar sort of speech act:
"Adults, when they are in pain, may utter the sentence "I am in pain" (or some vulgar equivalent): they thereby express their pain, but they do not (according to Wittgenstein) state that they are in pain (they state nothing at all). The Pyrrhonist of PH, when he is mentally affected, may utter the sentence, 'The tower seems round': he thereby expresses his pathos, but he does not state that he is experiencing a certain pathos (he does not state anyting at all)."32 The sceptic's appearance-statement is something akin to a Wittgensteinian 'avowal', and so presumably must be produced "as a direct and natural response to external stimuli"." The 'phenomenological' interpretation of Sextus has the advantage that it construes the sceptic as unequivocally avoiding dogmatism, by bypassing assertion altogether. However, just as we may wonder what the metaphors of 'striking' and 'impressing' amount to, we may wonder how an 'avowal' or 'the expression of a pathos' is to be positively understood. The model of stimulus and response is also unclear in its implications; but it seems to involve likening the elaborate processes of argumentation engaged in by the sceptic to an immediate physical stimulus, such as a stab of pain. But are we to suppose that this is how the sceptic conceives of human cognition and utterance in general? Surely for him to do so would be dogmatic (to the extent it is meaningful) in itself; it would also suggest his utterance to be no less dogmatic than the norm. Is there rather something special about the basic cognitive processes of the sceptic? This seems absurd -after all, he spends much of his time rehearsing arguments originally thought through by others. Like the original metaphors of 'striking' and 'impressing', the simile of pain-behaviour seems to become either highly implausible or simply vacuous when extended to the full range of the sceptic's discourse. And the attribution of a non-assertoric, 'expressive' use of language to the sceptic seems to me in principle undesirable. Not only is it very far from bios (unless you are Wittgenstein), but it must debar PH from having the normal force of explanations and arguments. The sceptic will simply be someone who, experiencing a distinctive series of private, subjective impressions, 'expresses' them in his non-assertoric idiolect. But then it is hard to see why the dogmatist should attent to the sceptic's performance, or how genuine philosophical conflict wil be possible between two.
In sum, the claim that one enjoys 'experiences' by nature exempt from dispute is one that could only be made by a dogmatist armed with a particular sort of psychological theory. To use such a claim to designate one's utterance as both inarguable and undogmatic would imply further dogmatic claims regarding the nature of those utterances and their relation to experience. The sceptic should be the last person to make all these claims; and, I suggest, Sextus does not make them. In the following sections I will try to show how, on the other hand, a sceptic who engages in reporting on wholly judgemental appearances can do so both undogmatically and in conformity with bios.
VI.
To understand the sceptic's judgements we need to look more closely at the notion of 'investigation'. Sextus' introductory characterisation of the scep-tic is as one who, in contrast to both dogmatics and Academics, continues to investigate or search for (zetein) the truth (PH 1.2-4). He is the dedicated practitioner of zetesis, investigation; one of the alternative names for 'sceptic' is 'zetetic' (PH 1.7). Now the sceptic's investigation takes place in a particular dialectical context. The appearance-reality distinction is itself entrenched in bios. But by the time the sceptic appears on the stage, the distinction has been seized upon and transformed by the dogmatic philosophers. Bios admits that what appears green in a certain light may really be blue; the dogmatist claims that colour phenomena as a whole are only apparent. Bios notes that when we sail past land, it seems to move; the dogmatist claims that all motion is unreal. The dogmatist takes the everyday distinction between apparent and real, made in particular cases and with regard to particular respects, and applies it to some general feature of experience, creating an opposition in which the whole pre-dogmatic realm is cast as appearance. In bios, the apparent is what has yet to be confirmed by procedures of investigation (calculating, weighing, measuring). The dogmatist is someone who has a specially privileged procedure of investigation, involving the application of his philosophical knowledge. The dogmatist thus views any results obtainable otherwise, the findings of bios, as merely preliminary and defeasible, and so merely a matter of appearance.
In this context, what does it mean for the sceptic to be a follower of appearances and a partisan of bios? The sceptic cannot simply be someone who confines his claims to the realm of appearances, for this is not an autonomous region. The claims of the dogmatist are not of some specialized kind compatible with those of bios, but may directly confirm or conflict with everyday claims.34 The ordinary person may affirm, 'It is day' under appropriate conditions without reflection. The dogmatist will make or reject exactly the same assertion, depending on the presence of the conditions which license such a judgement (e.g., a cataleptic impression that it is day). Now the sceptic has investigated and rejects the reasoning which grounds the dogmatist's theory, but he cannot -as long as his search for the truth continues -dismiss the possibility that some such dogmatic account is correct. And to do that is to allow for an irreducible possibility that even the most innocuous of everyday claims, such as 'It is day', are simply false. At the same time, the sceptic experiences the irresistible impression that it is day; he is compelled to assent that it is so. In doing so he might seem to be siding with bios; but in leaving room for a true dogmatic theory to the contrary -in suspending judgement 'as far as it's a matter of argument (epi t6i logoi)' -he departs from it. And he marks this departure by saying not that it is, but only that it appears to him to be day. As he thereby indicates, his judgement is eminently preliminary and defeasible (he does not deny the dogmatist's charge to this effect); indeed he continues his search for a procedure of investigation which might lead to its defeat.
So in assenting to his 'appearance' the sceptic passes a preliminary judgement, and he uses the language of appearances to express his recognition of its character. The sceptic's language suggests that we should consider the idea of 'judgement' more closely. Several terms in the sceptical vocabulary have political or legal connotations, and the sceptic's judgemental process can find counterparts in processes of legal and political deliberation. The usual term for assent is sunkatatithemai, the basic sense of which is 'to vote along with' (see LSJ s. v.). Further, according to Diogenes Laertius, the sceptic's answer to the charge of dogmatism includes the following admission: "that it is day and that we live and many other appearances in everyday life we judge (diagin6skomen)" (IX. 103). So to assent to an appearance is to diagignoskein it; and diagignosk6 can mean, as a law-term, to determine, decide or give judgement (LSJ s.v.). It is also interesting that, according to Sextus, Carneades used the metaphor of the public scrutiny of political candidates for the testing of concurrent impressions (AM 7.182). Further, Sextus' sceptic has dogmata in the sense that things eudokein tinipragmati, and he will not deny how they seem (dokein) to him (PH 1. 13). Now as Jonathan Barnes has rightly stressed, the verb dokein was early used for political resolutions; and "dogma, in its earliest surviving occurrences, has a political colouring: a dogma is what dokei to an offical or to an authoritative body; it is a decree or a resulution . . . throughout its history it appears frequently in political or semi-political contexts" . And by Sextus' time, the very name for his activity, zetesis, had a sense of 'judicial inquiry' (LSJ s.v.).
Suppose that the sceptic thinks of himself as a juridical or political body engaged in the consideration of information and the passing of appropriate judgements or verdicts.36 These verdicts are assents to appearances; their contents are recorded in the sceptic's appearance-statements. Often such judgements incorporate or imply a resolution as to what is to be done; accordingly the appearances are the sceptic's practical criterion. Now this model suggests that a modification of the judgemental account of appearances is in order. For the judgemental appearance-statement 'It appears to me that P' can now be read as (P*): 'I judge (find, deem), on the basis of my preliminary information, that P'. And statements introduced by 'I judge that . . .', 'I find that . . .', or 'I deem that . . .' do not quite have the force of standard assertions about the world. Rather, they record decisions or results. If we interpret the sceptic's appearance-statements as expressions of 'judgements' in a strict sense, their force should be similar: while they do incorporate assertions, they are something more and formally something different.
This special character of appearance-statements enables Sextus to use them without either taint of dogmatism or any loss of assertoric force. The content of the judgement he expresses, P, is a claim about the world and is clearly subject to further debate. But P*, assuming it to be the report of a duly passed 'verdict', is in a sense inarguable. For it is quasi-performative in character: if the jury says 'Guilty' in the appropriate fashion, then it indisputably does find the defendant guilty. Understood as verdicts, appearance-statements cannot quite be subject to contradiction; they may only be reviewed, revised and overruled. Indeed, since the language of appearance points to the preliminary character of the judgement being expressed, it emphasises the possibility that such revision will occur. But to attempt to revise P* is not to argue against it, but rather against P. This is the respect in which appearance-statements can, without any loss of relation to the world, be held inarguable. For suppose we try to investigate or dispute the sceptic's utterance of P* asking 'Does it really appear to you that P?'. What this question actually asks is far from clear. It might be a somewhat misleading request to reconsider P; but in that case we have failed to subject P*. as such to investigation; we are really asking for a further investigation and a new, more considered judgement about P. Such a judgement would necessarily be distinct from P*, and enjoy a different status. (We cannot really ask, 'All things carefully considered, is P still your first impression?'.) In fact, it is in the nature of investigation to accept appearances qua appearances, using them as material for inquiry into the fact of the matter. Thus the sceptic's investigations require that the contents of the arguments used to induce epoche be taken at face value within the context of that particular investigation. And the object of the investigation is never an appearance-statement as such, but the truth of its claim about the world. "What is investigated is not whether things appear so, but whether the underlying reality is so" (DL IX.91). The contents of appearance-statements are proper objects of investigation; the statements themselves -the 'verdicts' as such -are not.
Of course, we might 'investigate' P* in another way. We might question whether it does indeed report a duly passed 'verdict' -whether its utterance is sincere, made on the basis of proper procedure, and so on. Such an investigation would relate not to the content of P* but to the process by which the judgement assenting to it was reached and reported. Now it seems to me that there is nothing in principle to prevent the undertaking of such investigations. But to do so one will need to have a set of standards of correct procedure for deciding on and reporting appearance-statements; and such standards will be available, not to the sceptic, but only to dogmatists equipped with suitable theories of cognition. Nor will the sceptic be a promising target of such investigations. For the point of the investigation would presumably be to persuade the maker of an appearance-statement to recall it on grounds of procedural impropriety. But the sceptic's assents are, as Sextus emphasises, involuntary. Since he has neither any commitment to particular procedural standards nor any choice about his assents, the 'investigation of appearances' in this sense will not be reasonably applied to the sceptic any more than it would be by him.
VII.
Thus, by virtue of their form, the sceptic's judgemental appearance-statements are preserved in a limited respect from dispute and investigation, while nonetheless making assertions about the world. However, this juridical model is not yet adequate as an account of what the sceptic is doing. For one thing, since verdicts do incorporate claims about the world, this model may seem inadequate to underwrite the sceptic's radical opposition to dogmatism. Second, the account presented so far gives a rather voluntarist account of appearance statements: in making an appearance-statement I express a decision to take or judge things to be a certain way. But the sceptic emphasises the passive and involuntary nature of his assent to appearances (e.g., PH 1.13, 1.19, 1.22, 1.193 ). This is in itself no objection to a 'voluntarist' general account of appearance-statements. On the contrary, the sceptic would hardly emphasise that his assent is involuntary if the alternative were never a possibility. But we still need to see how his claim of involuntariness is to be understood.
It seems to me that the judgemental interpretation can account for the undogmatic and involuntary character of the sceptic's appearances. But it will not do so through the attribution of any distinctive theoretical views to the sceptic. Rather, the everyday understanding of appearances is itself sufficient to allow for these aspects of the sceptic's appearance-statements.
In bios, it is a familiar fact that we may claim more or less authority for the judgements we make, by varying our phrasing, tone of voice, and so on. How much authority I claim for a judgement will depend on my degree of confidence in that judgement. And this will depend on the sort of information I have available, the prospective alternatives, and how probable I think it is that my judgement will be falsified. By using appearancelanguage I signal that I choose to attach relatively little authority to a judgement, on the grounds that it is preliminary and may have to be revised.
We may claim greater or lesser authority for our judgements in particular spheres. Where we consider ourselves to be particularly fallible, we may make judgements infrequently and reluctantly. But even in such areas we will sometimes find that we can't help making certain judgements. This can happen in two ways. First, some judgements are practically necessary. I may know myself to be an abysmal judge of direction, if my judgements in this area are habitually overturned by further investigation. But I may nonetheless need to decide whether to turn left or right now, forced by the grim circumstances of bios to do my best. In the other sort of case, we simply find a judgement to be inexorable or irresistible: I may just find myself convinced that I should turn left now in order to get to a certain place. This compulsion need not be mysteriously uninvestigable or nonjudgemental. It may be that in carefully and rationally thinking the matter through I inexorably reach a certain conclusion; yet I remain well aware that, given my general propensities and frailties, such a conclusion is very likely to be wrong.37
In such situations there is no obvious minimum degree of authority which we must claim for our judgements. And an infinitesimally minimal claim will be not only possible but appropriate in an area in which the procedures of investigation are completely outside our competence. This will often be the case when we encounter the 'dogmatist', the bearer of special and authoritative procedures for the investigation of judgements. For example, physicists tell me that a current subject of research in the field is the precise structure of glass -ordinary window-glass. They investigate the question, 'Is glass a solid or a liquid?' Well, I know that I can't help thinking that glass is a solid. And though this judgement seems irresistible, there's nothing irrational or uninvestigable about it. From an everyday point of view, my judgement is well supported by my various experiences of glass as hard, brittle, non-porous, and so forth. Now assume that I accept (as indeed I do) that the physicists and I are asking the same question when we ask together glass is a liquid or solid, with the difference that their concepts are more accurate. I further accept that the physicists have infinitely better procedures than I do for determining what's a solid and what's a liquid: in fact, my judgement on the subject is probably worthless. The result is that I don't really have any idea whether glass is a liquid or a solid. As far as bios goes it is a solid; but epi t6i philosoph6i log6i, it could equally well be either. And so, for practical purposes, I resolve to follow the everyday appearances; but regarding the underlying reality, I suspend judgement.
It shouldn't be difficult to imagine this predicament extended to an indefinitely wide area of judgement. Nor is it difficult to imagine a world in which the 'physicists' were unable to agree in their conclusions or to support them with widely convincing proofs. In that world the localised suspension of judgement I have described could quite reasonably be transformed into a general, principled programme. One would make judgements only under compulsion. They would be preliminary and revisable to a degree asymptotically approaching infinity, and one would appropriately express their character through the emphatic use of appearance-language. And one might well feel compelled to explain this behaviour to others, and to offer them reasons to do likewise.
The appearance-statements of a person in this situation would, like ours, be expressions of judgements. They would record assents to claims about the way the world is. Nonetheless we might think that these judgements would have an unfamiliar character, and that the psychological state of such a person would be very different indeed from our own. But it would be quite hard to capture these differences in the terms of any epistemological theory. For there would be nothing special about the form, content or subject-matter of those judgements, or even in the general process by which they were reached. The differences would be in attitude and spirit alone.
In discussing the differences between Academic and Pyrrhonian sceptics, Sextus draws a distinction between two ways in which one may believe or be persuaded of (peithesthai) something. As with the two different kinds of dogmata distinguished in PH 1.22, the Pyrrhonian sceptic admits to one kind of condition and rejects the other. And the difference between the two forms of belief is something like the matter of spirit which I have been attempting to describe. "And if both the Academics and the sceptics say they believe some things, the difference between the philosophies in this regard is also very clear. For 'believe' is meant differently: in one sense, not to resist but simply to follow without any strong inclination or attachment (prospatheia), as a boy is said to believe his teacher. But in another sense it means to assent to something with a deliberate choice and as if with sympathy on the basis of a strong desire, as a dissolute person believes one who advocates the extravagant life. Since therefore those around Carneades and Cleitomachus say that they believe something with a strong inclination and that it is persuasive (pithanon), while we believe in that we simply submit without strong attachment, on this basis too we would differ from them." (PH 1.229-30) It may seem unsatisfying to account for the differing beliefs of Academic and Pyrrhonian sceptics in terms of something so nebulous as 'strong attachment' or 'added feeling' (prospatheia). But feeling is a great deal in moral teaching, and this is an important aspect of the Pyrrhonian sceptic's programme. In common with his dogmatic contemporaries, he is the bearer of a recipe for happiness and a fighter against ethical error. We should take seriously the moralistic language in which the sceptic complains of the rashness of the dogmatists and praises the psychological state induced by scepticism (e.g., PH 1.20, 1.25-30, 3.280-1). If we do, then such differences of spirit may emerge as central to the sceptic's programme; and this may be all we need to make sense of the distinctiveness of the sceptic's appearances. The sceptic's appearance-statements can have as their object the same reality as the dogmatist's claims; they can be every bit as judgemental as those of his neighbours in bios. The sceptic's radicalism lies not in the form or content but in the spirit and the psychological significance of the judgements he makes. It is this which enables him to be at once a defender of bios and a subversive, both committed to the appearances and still searching for the truth.
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